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Abstract
Fruit growth depends on highly coordinated hormonal activities. The phytohormone gibber-
ellin (GA) promotes growth by triggering degradation of the growth-repressing DELLA pro-
teins; however, the extent to which such proteins contribute to GA-mediated fruit
development remains to be clarified. Three new plum genes encoding DELLA proteins,
PslGAI, PslRGL and PslRGA were isolated and functionally characterized. Analysis of
expression profile during fruit development suggested that PslDELLA are transcriptionally
regulated during flower and fruit ontogeny with potential positive regulation by GA and ethyl-
ene, depending on organ and developmental stage. PslGAI and PslRGL deduced proteins
contain all domains present in typical DELLA proteins. However, PslRGA exhibited a degen-
erated DELLA domain and subsequently lacks in GID1–DELLA interaction property.
PslDELLA–overexpression in WT Arabidopsis caused dramatic disruption in overall growth
including root length, stem elongation, plant architecture, flower structure, fertility, and con-
siderable retardation in development due to dramatic distortion in GA-metabolic pathway.
GA treatment enhanced PslGAI/PslRGL interaction with PslGID1 receptors, causing protein
destabilization and relief of growth-restraining effect. By contrast, PslRGA protein was not
degraded by GA due to its inability to interact with PslGID1. Relative to other PslDELLA–
mutants, PslRGA–plants displayed stronger constitutive repressive growth that was irre-
versible by GA application. The present results describe additional complexities in GA-sig-
nalling during plum fruit development, which may be particularly important to optimize
successful reproductive growth.
Introduction
Fruit development is a multiphase process that requires a tight coordination of molecular, bio-
chemical and structural elements. The series of modifications that control the transition of
fruit growth through consequent developmental stages involve many distinctive metabolic
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pathways. In recent years, many molecular and genetic mechanisms underlying the action of
phytohormones in fruit development have been identified, uncovering the complexity of this
regulatory network [1–4]. Collectively, hormone application, endogenous hormone quantifi-
cation and genetic studies support the hypothesis that fruit development is largely coordinated
by hormonal interplay. Gibberellin (GA) is an essential hormone involved in diverse biological
processes, leading to correct plant growth and development [5–8]. In tree fruit species, the
proper establishment of reproductive growth is dependent on coordinated levels of GA at the
appropriate developmental stages [9–11]. Application of GA resulted in visible improvement
of fruit quality traits in terms of size, weight and many other characteristics [12–13]. Con-
versely, mutant fruits with inadequate quantities of GA exhibited a series of distortions in flo-
ral development and general reproductive growth events [1–2, 9, 14]. Although the potential
impact of GA in coordinating fruit development processes has already been acknowledged
[15–18], the mechanism by which these effects are achieved is still largely unknown. This may
be due to the diversity of cross-talk between GA and other hormones, which are often species/
organ/developmental stage-dependent [19]. Several lines of evidence point out the essential
role of GA in coordinating reproductive growth. In flowering plants, GA specifies the site of
floral primordium initiation, and acts with homeotic genes to ensure proper floral organogen-
esis and patterning [20–23]. Molecular and genetic studies highlighted the pivotal contribution
of GA during fruit-set, the term given to the onset of rapid cell division necessary for early
embryo development and fruiting structure enlargement [1–2]. The transition of ovary into
fruit, initiated upon successful fertilization, activates GA pathway in the ovules that acts with
other hormones, particularly auxin and cytokinin, in triggering fruit-set program, thereby
stimulating fruit growth [2, 4, 24–27]. Previous studies have shown that the endogenous GA
content readily increased along with the progression in fruit maturity and ripening [13, 15,
28]. These findings coupled with the stimulatory effect of exogenous GA in the fruit growth of
several species suggested that GA is needed in mature fruiting tissues to allow fruit enlarge-
ment with potential involvement in ripening [1, 12–13, 29–31]. On the other hand, the scarcity
of bioactive GA during plum fruit growth caused serious developmental disorders, including
growth retardation, disturbed flower patterning and limited fruit characteristics [9].
Insight into mechanisms of GA-regulated plant development has been manifested from
research into GA-biosynthesis, -metabolism and -signalling pathways [19, 32]. The major met-
abolic processes regulating GA-biosynthesis and -deactivation have been identified [33]. By
contrast, the discovery of GA-receptors and downstream signalling components has been
recently elucidated [34–36]. The central of GA-signalling are the DELLA proteins that are part
of the wider GRAS family of regulatory proteins [37]. According to the relief of restraint
model, DELLA proteins operate as growth-repressors and GA-mediated DELLA degradation
is a critical step to overcome this restraint [38]. In agreement with their function as growth-
repressors, lacking one or more of DELLA proteins within the plant elicited constitutive acti-
vation of GA-signalling pathway independent to the hormone presence in which the mutant
plants exhibited GA-overdosed phenotype, including slender vegetative growth and partheno-
carpic fruit development [39–44]. At low GA levels, DELLA proteins impair the activity of
basic helix-loop-helix transcription factors by interacting with their DNA binding domain
[45–46]. The binding of GA to its receptor GIBBERELLIN-INSENSITIVE DWARF1 (GID1)
results in a conformational change that promotes interaction of GID1 with the DELLA
domain of DELLA proteins [47–50]. The GA–GID1–DELLA complex is subsequently recog-
nized by the SCFSLY1/GID2 E3 ubiquitin-ligase complex, which mediates ubiquitination of
DELLA proteins. This ubiquitin mark destines the DELLA proteins for degradation via the
26S proteasome, thereby allowing growth by releasing their inhibitory interaction with GA-
dependent gene partners [45–46, 51–55].
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In plants, it is important to maintain optimal levels of hormone signalling to ensure normal
growth. Disruption of this signalling pathway can dramatically impact plant development. Nev-
ertheless, the severity of these phenotypic changes can vary within and among species [56–61].
For instance, the altered phenotype in some GA-deficient mutants can be easily reversed to
normal by applying external GA, while others show unresponsive effect to GA treatment [62].
In the present study, three novel genes encoding DELLA proteins were isolated from Japa-
nese plum cultivar Early Golden (Prunus salicina L.). To understand the potential involvement
of various PslDELLA in fruit growth, their expression profile was assessed throughout fruit
development. We next investigated PslDELLA function to provide evidence that the identified
proteins are responsible for regulating the GA-responsiveness during fruit growth. Sequence
analysis indicated that PslGAI and PslRGL deduced proteins contain all domains present in
typical DELLA proteins; however, PslRGA lack the intact DELLA domain necessary for the
GA-dependent interaction with GA-receptors, GID1. Despite this fact, PslRGA primary struc-
ture showed high similarity to the C-terminal portions of DELLA proteins, and phylogenetic
and modelling structure classified it as a member of DELLA group. Analysis of yeast two-
hybrid (Y2H) and bimolecular fluorescence complementation (BiFC) assays indicated that
PslGAI and PslRGL proteins are active repressor components that effectively interact with
PslGID1 receptors in a GA-dependent manner. However, PslRGA was not able to form com-
plex with PslGID1 proteins under different circumstances of GA-types or concentrations. Phe-
notypical analysis of transgenic Arabidopsis plants overexpressing each of PslDELLA
confirmed the function of the three proteins as growth-repressors. Although PslGAI–and
PslRGL–mutant plants were able to recover the normal growth by GA application, PslRGA–
plants exhibited constitutive inhibition of GA-signalling, overcoming the destabilization effect
of GA. Finally, we provided several lines of evidence that PslRGA encode a strong stable
DELLA protein independent of GA action and this was mainly due to critical substitutions
occurring within the essential DELLA domain.
Materials and Methods
Plum tissues and treatments
Flowers and fruits from sequential developmental stages were harvested from Japanese plum
cultivar Early Golden (EG) as described previously [64]. Since the seed is inseparable in S1 and
S2 growth phases, the whole fruit tissue was used for RNA extraction, while in S3 and S4 stages
the pulp tissue was carefully separated from the seed for RNA analysis. To evaluate the poten-
tial ethylene-dependent regulation of PslDELLA during plum fruit ripening, mature EG fruit
(76 DAB) were harvested before autocatalytic ethylene production had risen, surface sterilized,
and subjected to various treatments. These included propylene (1000 μl l–1), the ethylene-
inhibitor 1-MCP (1 μl l–1) and water-dipped fruit were used as control. Fruit were sampled at
different stages of ethylene production (non-climacteric, pre-climacteric, climacteric and post-
climacteric), by assessing ethylene evolution. In 1-MCP treatment samples were collected at
similar age to that of control fruit. In all cases, mixed tissues of at least twelve fruit (distributed
into 3 biological replicates) at the same age or displaying a similar ethylene production were
used for mRNA extraction and analysis. All samples were frozen in liquid nitrogen immedi-
ately after collection and stored at −80˚C.
Isolation and in silico analysis of PslDELLA sequences
Based on the sequence similarity among various DELLA cDNAs, a pair of degenerate primers
(S1 Table) was designed in the conserved regions to amplify the plum orthologs from EG
cDNA under stringent primer hybridization conditions. Fragments from several independent
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PCR reactions were cloned, sequenced and compared with database sequences using the
BLAST program [65]. Extension of the partial cDNA clones were carried out using the 5’- and
3’- RACE kit (Invitrogen, Burlington, ON, Canada). Full-length amplification of cDNA
sequences designated PslGAI, PslRGL and PslRGA was carried out using Platinum Taq DNA
Polymerase High Fidelity, following the instructions provided by the manufacturer (Invitro-
gen). The names of the individual plum DELLA introduced here are not intended to imply
functional homology to specific Arabidopsis DELLA protein. Since there is two different alleles
of PslRGL and PslRGA (a & b), unless mentioned otherwise PslRGL and PslRGA will be always
referred to PslRGLa and PslRGAa, respectively. The group of the three genes and proteins
PslGAI, PslRGLa and PslRGAa are referred to as PslDELLA and PslDELLA, respectively.
Alignment of predicted proteins was performed using ClustalX and the neighbor-joining tree
was generated with MEGA5 [66]. Full-length genomic sequences were isolated using the Accu-
Prime Pfx (Invitrogen). To determine the function of PslRGA sequence, mutated version of
PslRGL and PslRGA designated PslRGL.MU and PslRGA.MU, respectively; were generated using
the QuikChange site-directed mutagenesis kit (Stratagene, San Diego, CA, USA). Changes
were generated within the N-terminal DELLA and TVHYNP motifs of PslRGL sequence to
mimic PslRGA and conversely in PslRGA to simulate that of PslRGL sequence.
DNA, RNA extractions and qPCR assays
Genomic DNA was extracted from young plum leaves according to the DNeasy Plant Maxi Kit
(Qiagen, Mississauga, ON, Canada). Total RNA extraction, DNase treatment, cDNA synthesis,
and qPCR reactions were performed as described previously [9]. Gene-specific primers were
designed using Primer Express (v3.0, Applied Biosystems, Carlsbad, CA, USA) (S1 Table).
Three independent biological replicates for each reaction were run on an ABI PRISM 7900HT
Sequence Detection System (Applied Biosystems) and each experiment was repeated three
times. Transcript abundance was quantified using standard curves for both target and refer-
ence genes [PslAct (EF585293), AtAct (NM_121018)], which were generated from serial dilu-
tions of PCR products from corresponding cDNAs. The data were present as an average ±SD.
Observation of GFP fluorescence
Full-length coding sequences of PslGAI, PslRGL, PslRGA, and the mutated PslRGL.MU and
PslRGA.MU versions were fused in frame with the GFP into the pGreenII vector using the
BamHI site and expressed under the control of the 35S promoter. For protoplasts assay, the
different constructs were transfected into protoplasts from suspension cultured tobacco BY-2
cells exposed to different treatments that alter GA-response, including 100 μM GA3 and/or
10 μM of GA-biosynthesis inhibitor paclobutrazol (PAC). Non-treated protoplasts were used
as a mock control. For Arabidopsis assay, transgenic seeds independently expressing the differ-
ent PslDELLA−GFP chimeric proteins (excluding PslRGL.MU) were germinated in standard
MS growth medium. After 5 days, the roots were observed initially for GFP fluorescence and
then exposed to respective treatments as described above for 60, 120 and 240 minutes. After
each time point, root samples were mounted on microscope slides and analyzed for GFP fluo-
rescence using confocal microscopy as described previously [67]. All assays were repeated
three times.
Protein structure prediction
The three-dimensional (3-D) crystal structures of Arabidopsis GA3–GID1–DELLA complex
(PDB ID: 2ZSH) was used as a template to obtain homology models of PslDELLA proteins by
the MODELLER package. The resulting structures were optimized using the generalized born
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model for solvent of Amber12 software package. The binding energy of the respective
PslDELLA proteins to individual GA3–PslGID1 complex was then calculated through obtain-
ing the electrostatic components of the thermodynamic cycle corresponding to a protein–pro-
tein binding event [68]. The electrostatic energies were calculated using the numerical
Poisson–Boltzmann solver algorithm APBS software version 1.3 [69].
Bimolecular fluorescence complementation (BiFC) assay
For constructs used in the BiFC experiment, the N-terminal (pSAT1-N) and C-terminal
(pSAT1-C) EYFP vectors were used. The full-length of all PslDELLA, including the mutated
PslRGL.MU and PslRGA.MU versions were fused into the SacII-BamHI site of the pSAT1-C
vector. Consequently, plum GA-receptors PslGID1b and 1c were inserted into the BglII-
BamHI of the pSAT1-N vector. The different combinations of constructs encoding NY and
CY at similar concentrations were mixed and then co-transfected into protoplasts obtained
from suspension-cultured tobacco BY-2 cells in the presence or absence of 100 μM GA3, as
described previously [13]. All assays were repeated at least three times and visualized using
confocal microscopy.
Yeast two-hybrid (Y2H) assays
Y2H assays were performed with the Matchmaker Gold Yeast two-hybrid System (Clontech,
Palo Alto, CA, USA). PslDELLA full-length ORFs and the mutated PslRGL.MU and PslRGA.MU
versions were inserted into the NdeI-BamHI site of the pGADT7 prey vector (GAL4 activa-
tion-domain; AD). PslGID1b and 1c cDNAs were fused into the BamHI-PstI and NdeI-BamHI
sites of the pGBKT7 bait vector (GAL4 binding-domain; DBD), respectively. Prey and bait vec-
tors (100 ng) were then introduced into Y2HGold and Y187 yeast strains, respectively; using
Yeastmaker yeast transformation system 2. Interactions between the proteins were assayed by
the mating method, according to the manufacturer’s instructions, in 96-well plates containing
medium with or without 100 μM GA (GA1, GA3 or GA4), as described previously [13]. All
assays were repeated at least three independent times.
Plasmid construction and plant transformation
Full-length PslDELLA and PslRGA.MU (excluding the stop codon) were fused with the GFP
reporter gene in the binary vector pGreen0029 [70]. The resulting vectors were transformed
into A. tumefaciens and employed for Arabidopsis transformation, as described previously [9].
All genes under the control of the 35S promoter were introduced into wild-type (WT) Arabi-
dopsis background Col-0. Non-transformed WT plants as well as plants transformed with
empty vectors were used as controls. Different generations of transgenic plants were selected
under kanamycin resistance circumstances. T3 homozygous independent lines from each
transformation were grown under standard long day conditions (16:8 h light/300 μmol m−2 s−1;
23:18˚C and 65% relative humidity) with or without GA3 treatment; 24 plants/transformation/
treatment. All plant materials were frozen and stored at −80˚C until use.
Results and Discussion
Isolation and structural characterization of PslDELLA cDNAs
To investigate the molecular basis of GA action in fruit development, three novel sequences
closely related to the growth-repressing DELLA proteins, a subset of the plant-specific GRAS
(GAI, RGA and SCARECROW) family of transcriptional regulators were isolated from Early
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
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Golden (EG) plum cultivar. PslGAI, PslRGL, and PslRGA predicted to encode proteins of 633,
593, and 537 amino acid residues with calculated molecular weights of 69.9, 64.5, and 59 kDa,
respectively. The relationships between the predicted plum and Arabidopsis amino acid
sequences, as indicated by percentage similarity over the whole sequence, are presented in S2
Table. The various PslDELLA showed considerable sequence deviation (50–70% similarity),
mainly due to the divergence of N-terminal portions outside the DELLA domain. Neverthe-
less, several signature structural elements commonly associated with the DELLA subfamily
were detected (Fig 1A and 1B). The deduced amino acid sequences of PslGAI and PslRGL com-
prise the two domains essential for the protein function, including the typical N-terminal
DELLA domain (DELLA and TVHYNP motifs) and the highly conserved C-terminal GRAS
Fig 1. (A) Amino acid sequence alignment of plum DELLAs PslGAI (KU845589), PslRGLa/b (KU845592/KU845593), and
PslRGAa/b (KU845590/KU845591) using ClustalX program. Conserved residues are shaded in black. Dark- and clear-
grey shadings indicate similar residues in four and three out of five of the sequences, respectively. Conserved motifs are
shown above the alignment columns. A putative nuclear localization signal (NLS) is indicated by black triangles.
Conserved LXXLL motif is indicated by black circles. Asterix and open circle within DELLA/TVHYNP motifs highlight the
substituted amino acid residues in PslRGAa/b that are essential for interaction with the GID1-like proteins and complex
stabilization, respectively. The arrow indicates the site of the three amino acid residues insertion (Ser-Gly-Gly) in PslRGLb
(B) Schematic representation of PslGAI, PslRGL and PslRGA proteins domain organization. The triangles in PslRGA are
to highlight the location of distinct DELLA motifs. The GA-responsive DELLA domain [DELLA (D) and TVHYNP (T) motifs],
the poly STV (S/T/V) motif, and the functional GRAS domain [LHR1, VHIID, LHR2, PFYRE and SAW motifs] are indicated.
Number of base pairs (bp) and amino acids (aa) refer to full-length nucleotides and amino acid residues of the predicted
sequences. (C) Phylogenetic relationships between PslDELLAs and Arabidopsis orthologous (AtGAI, AtRGA, AtRGL1,
AtRGL2 and AtRGL3). The tree was constructed using MEGA5 software. The scale bar represents a number of amino acid
substitutions per site, in which 1 cm is equal to 0.1 amino acid substitutions per site.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g001
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domain. Both domains are necessary for the GA-dependent interaction with GA-receptors
GID1 and involved in the repression function of the protein [71–72]. Although PslRGA
sequence displayed structurally high similarity with other DELLA proteins, critical divergences
in the key amino acid residues important for GID1–DELLA interactions were detected [50],
resulting in partially conserved DELLA domain (Fig 1A). For instance, in the DELLA motif,
comprising DeLLaFLxYxV sequence; the three Leu residues are substituted by the distinct
amino acids Tyr, Phe and Ala in PslRGA. While the nonpolar residue represented by F (Val52
and Val53 in PslGAI and PslRGL, respectively) is replaced by Asp37 in PslRGA. Further, in the
following LExLE motif with the consensus sequence MAxVAxxLExLExF; the first amino acid
Met is substituted by Leu and the essential nonpolar Ala residue is changed into Arg. Finally,
in the TVHYNP motif (TVhynPxxLxxWxxxM), the amino acid residues Thr, Try, and Met
are substituted by Ala, Glu, and Leu, respectively. While the amino acid His that is not impor-
tant for GID1 interaction, but contributes to protein stabilization [73] is changed into Val. All
these critical alterations in amino acid residues essential for the direct GID1 interaction surface
suggested that PslRGA may function differentially by having a distinct interaction mode with
GID1-like proteins in comparison with typical proteins holding conserved DELLA domain.
In an attempt to unravel the genomic and allelotype structure of the different PslDELLA
genes, the full-length genomic sequences of the three genes were isolated and sequenced from
EG gDNA. Consistent with DELLA gene subfamily, all plum genes exhibited a single open
reading frame without any intron interruption. EG is homozygous for PslGAI; however, two
different alleles were identified for PslRGL (a & b) and PslRGA (a & b) with non-synonymous
alterations in nucleotide composition, leading to several changes in the predicted proteins (Fig
1A). The two PslRGL and PslRGA alleles share 98% and 94% amino acid sequence identity,
respectively; reflecting the presumed allopolyploid origins. One of the most significant differ-
ences between the two PslRGL alleles is the detection of a microsatellite region with imperfect
nucleotide recreates due to the insertion of three amino acid residues Ser-Gly-Gly within the
N-terminal region of PslRGLb at position 44. On the other side, all the critical structural
changes within the N-terminal DELLA domain of PslRGAa were detectable in PslRGAb allele.
Sequence data mining in Prunus species genome (e.g. P. persica and P. mume), the closest
genomes to plum (P. salicina), identified the three PslDELLA as the only putative DELLA-like
genes within the genome.
Phylogenetic analysis of PslDELLA with closely related genes from Arabidopsis indicated
that PslGAI can be grouped into the clade of AtGAI and AtRGA, whereas PslRGLa and b are
clustered with AtRGL-related proteins (Fig 1C). Interestingly, PslRGAa and b form a unique
distant clade without any representative from Arabidopsis orthologous, indicating that this
clade may represent a new branch in DELLA protein evolution. Nonetheless, sequence data
mining identified members closely related to PslRGA clade in many other plant species (S1
Fig).
To gain a broader insight into PslDELLA function, we investigated the localization com-
partment of their proteins. Fluorescence microscopy revealed that, as expected, the full-length
PslDELLA−GFP fusions were localized exclusively in the nucleus (S2 Fig), which is consistent
with their primary function as transcription regulators [74–75]. Together, these primary com-
parative analyses suggested that PslGAI and PslRGL might be involved in GA-signalling in a
manner similar to that of other characteristic DELLA proteins via interaction with the GA-
receptor GID1-like proteins [48]. However, the distinct PslRGA protein might exhibit particu-
lar function due to the disrupted DELLA domain. This hypothesis was tested using a number
of biochemical and biological approaches, as described below.
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
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Molecular modelling of PslDELLA proteins
To determine whether the putative plum proteins exhibited similar function to those of Arabi-
dopsis DELLA, three-dimensional modelling of PslDELLA proteins was generated and com-
pared with AtGAI as a template. Analysis of the predicted structures indicated that all
PslDELLA proteins are highly similar to AtGAI protein (S3 Fig). The two typical DELLA and
GRAS domains as well as the links between the domains constituted the differences among the
four proteins. Although PslGAI and PslRGL exhibited few amino acid alterations within the
N-terminal DELLA domain, these changes are not in the contact residues with GID1-like pro-
teins, but rather in the amino acids that contribute to the conformation of the protein in this
area. In the meantime, the 3-D structures did not establish a clear difference between the diver-
gent PslRGA protein and the other DELLA proteins holding complete domain. This is proba-
bly due to the conserved long C-terminal GRAS domain within the structure. Consequently,
the binding energies of the three PslDELLA to the previously characterized plum GA-receptors
PslGID1b and 1c [13] in the presence of GA3 molecule were calculated to determine the
PslDELLA’s interaction capacities. Data analysis revealed that the three PslDELLA proteins
displayed differential binding energy features to the different PslGID1-like proteins. The bind-
ing energies of PslGAI and PslRGL to PslGID1s were found to be within the range of −3 and
−17 kcal mol−1, respectively. However, PslRGA did not show any obvious binding ability for
either of PslGID1 proteins with binding energy estimated at ~23 kcal mol−1.
Properties of PslGID1–PslDELLA interaction
Considerable progress has been made in elucidating the molecular basis of GA action [8]. Per-
ception of bioactive GA by its GID1 receptors promotes the direct interactions between GID1
and DELLA domain of GA-repressors DELLA [76–77]. To determine whether PslDELLA pos-
sess a comparable function as those of Arabidopsis, the interactions between PslGID1 and
PslDELLA were assessed in yeast system in the presence or absence of GA3 (Fig 2A). The anal-
ysis revealed a clear divergence in terms of the interaction capacity and preference. Previous
studies have shown that interactions between the Arabidopsis GID1 and DELLA are enhanced
in yeast cells in the presence of bioactive GA [47]. Similarly, the binding results confirmed the
essential GA-induced assembly of stable GA–PslGID1–PslDELLA complex in yeast. PslGAI
and PslRGL were effectively able to interact with both PslGID1s; however, they showed differ-
ential binding efficacy to a specific PslGID1 protein. Their capacity to form complex with
PslGID1b was much stronger than PslGID1c. Conversely, PslRGA protein did not bind to any
of PslGID1s, even in the presence of GA. It has been reported that the two PslGID1s perfectly
interacted with Arabidopsis GAI and RGL1 proteins in yeast system [13]. Nevertheless, this
may be different in the case of PslGID1 and PslDELLA, where sequence and conformational
differences may confer some levels of specificity in PslGID1–PslDELLA pairing.
To provide additional evidence, we attempted to visualize the direct GA-triggered interac-
tions between PslGID1 and PslDELLA using BiFC approach. Tobacco protoplasts supple-
mented with 0 and 100 μM GA3 were co-transfected with the various combinations of NY–
PslGID1 and CY–PslDELLA constructs (Fig 2B). The YFP signal caused by interaction
between PslGID1 and PslDELLA was only detected in protoplasts pre-treated with GA.
Although, the untreated cells should contain endogenous GA, no fluorescence signals were
observed in cells grown in GA-free medium (data not shown). This is probably due to the scar-
city of active GA content that is not sufficient to promote interaction between the fluores-
cence-labeled PslGID1 and PslDELLA. Consistent with yeast assays, both PslGAI and PslRGL
proteins exhibited high activity to form complexes with both PslGID1s; however, PslRGA did
not interact with any of the PslGID1 proteins. GA orchestrates a broad range of processes and
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
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many levels of regulation are known to be involved in determining GA-responses, including
biosynthesis, metabolism and signalling [8, 78]. Our data and those of others [11, 79] showed
that another level of regulation exists in terms of GA–GID1–DELLA binding capacity and
preference.
PslGID1–PslDELLA interaction is GA–type-dependent
It was reported that the interaction preference of GID1–DELLA proteins in yeast cells is
dependent on the structural features of the bioactive GA used in the reaction [79]. Bioactive
GAs, GA1, GA3 and GA4, share three common structural traits, including a hydroxyl group on
C-3β, a carboxyl group on C-6, and a lactone between C-4 and C-10, in which the 3β-hydroxyl
group can be exchanged for other functional groups at C-2 and/or C-3 positions [33].
Fig 2. Interaction capacity between PslDELLA (PslGAI, PslRGL and PslRGA) and GA-receptors (PslGID1b and
PslGID1c) using Y2H and BiFC approaches. Y2H assays (A) were performed using PslDELLA as prey in Y187 yeast
strain and PslGID1 as bait in Y2HGold yeast strain. The mated yeast was grown in 96-well plates containing DDO/X/A
medium in the presence or absence of 100 μM GA3. For in planta BiFC assay (B), PslDELLA sequences were fused with
the C-terminus (CY) of YFP; PslGID1 were fused with the N-terminus (NY) of YFP. Different combinations of NY and CY
constructs were transiently co-expressed in GA-treated tobacco protoplasts. NLS-mCherry was included in each
transfection to highlight the location of the nucleus. YFP fluorescence is yellow; the merged image is a digital merge of
bright field and fluorescent images to illustrate the interaction location; bars = 10 μm. All experiments were repeated at
least three times.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g002
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However, GA1 and GA3 differ from GA4 by the presence of hydroxyl group at C-13 that can
influence the activity of the GA structure [80]. Accordingly, it is possible to speculate that the
reduced interaction activity of PslGAI and PslRGL with PslGID1c, and the lack of protein–
protein interaction between PslRGA and both plum GA-receptors are due to using GA3 as a
mediator of the reaction. To test this hypothesis, we examined the interaction property of dif-
ferent PslGID1–PslDELLA in the presence of GA1 and GA4; the most abundant bioactive GA
involved in plum fruit development [13]. Interaction assays in GA-free and GA3-containing
mediums were included as controls (Fig 3). The effect of GA4 on the PslGID1–PslGAI/PslRGL
interactions was comparable to that of GA3 and the reduced interaction activity of the two
PslDELLA proteins with PslGID1c remained detectable. However, GA1 showed generally
lower activity in triggering the interaction between PslGAI/PslRGL and PslGID1s than GA3 or
GA4, with no visible interaction between PslGAI and PslGID1c. Altogether, the results of Y2H
experiments suggested that there is substrate preference among the PslGID1-like proteins,
which further depends on the structure of bioactive GA. PslGAI and PslRGL are generally bet-
ter substrates for PslGID1b than for PslGID1c. In the same time, bioactive GA3 and GA4 are
better mediators for the interaction than GA1. One of the most outstanding questions in GA
biology is how the hormone controls so many different aspects of plant growth and develop-
ment. On the basis of Y2H results, it is possible that different GA-PslGID1–PslDELLA com-
plexes have diverse biochemical properties that enable specialized functions.
Despite the type of GA tested, the interactions between PslRGA and PslGID1 proteins were
undetectable, confirming the loss of interaction capability of that protein under different cir-
cumstances of bioactive GA in yeast cells. Conserved DELLA domain is essential for GA-GID1–
DELLA interaction, since any deletion or point substitution results in loss-of-interaction ability
despite the presence of GA [47, 49, 58, 75]. Recently, a grape DELLA protein, VvDELLA3,
exhibiting high sequence similarity to PslRGA has been characterized [11]. Although, both
VvDELLA3 and PslRGA share the disrupted DELLA domain, VvDELLA3 displayed selective
interaction with VvGID1-like proteins. Further, the ability of VvDELLA3 protein degradation
in response to GA treatment suggests its active function as a GA-sensitive repressor. Sequence
comparison between PslRGA and VvDELLA3 highlighted more pivotal substitutions within the
DELLA motifs that could potentially account for abolished interaction between PslRGA and
PslGID1-like proteins (S4 Fig). By contrast, Fleck and Harberd [75] provide evidence that the
distinct Arabidopsis DELLA proteins, GAI and RGL1, are GA-insensitive stable proteins, as they
Fig 3. Stabilization of GA–PslGID1–PslDELLA complexes is dependent on the type of bioactive GA, mediating the
reaction. Y2H interaction experiments of PslGAI, PslRGL and PslRGA with PslGID1b and PslGID1c on selective medium
containing 100 μM GA1, GA3 and GA4. Selective medium without bioactive GA was used as control. Other details as in
Fig 2.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g003
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do not disappear from the nucleus in response to GA treatment and the plants overexpressing
each of these two proteins exhibited dwarf, GA non-responsive phenotype.
PslRGA substitutions abolish the GA-dependent complex formation with
PslGID1s
The previous results indicated that disrupted DELLA domain of PslRGA might potentially con-
tribute for the lack of interaction with PslGID1-like proteins. To test this hypothesis, the active-
interactor PslRGL and the non-active PslRGA proteins were subjected to a series of mutations.
By comparing the amino acid residues of several DELLA sequences from different plant spe-
cies, particularly between PslRGAa, PslRGAb and VvDLLA3, it appeared that Phe-35, Val-77
and Glu-86 residues are unique to PslRGAa (S4 Fig). Therefore, we mutated these three amino
acids in PslRGAa into Leu, His and Try, respectively; to simulate active DELLAs. Similarly, the
corresponding amino acids Leu-51, His-93 and Try-102 in PslRGL were changed into their
analogs in PslRGAa. The mutated versions of both proteins were designated PslRGL.MU and
PslRGA.MU, respectively (Fig 4A). Assessing the localization of the two mutated versions
revealed that both proteins remained targeting the nucleus compartment, indicating that the
generated mutations did not affect their potential function as transcription regulators (Fig 4B).
The consequences of these mutations were evaluated by assessing the changes in the dynamic
of interaction property of the original ORFs (as a control) and ORFs carrying mutations, using
both Y2H and BiFC approaches (Fig 4C and 4D). Relative to control ORFs, PslRGL.MU protein
lost the GA-dependent capacity to bind to any of the PslGID1 proteins. In contrast, PslRGA.MU
protein accomplished successful GA-dependent interaction, but only with PslGID1b protein.
The previous results provided strong evidence that the changes within the DELLA domain of
PslRGA is the cause of abolished interaction with PslGID1-like proteins.
PslDELLA expression during fruit ontogeny
Earlier studies reported that the expression of DELLA genes differ among various developmen-
tal stages. Whereas AtRGA and AtGAI are highly expressed in most tissues, AtRGL1, AtRGL2,
and AtRGL3 are mainly expressed in germinating seeds, young seedlings, and flowers [81].
Hence, the expression level of PslDELLA genes was assessed during various developmental
stages to provide further credence about their role in regulating fruit growth. An initial screen
of the five PslDELLA transcripts (PslGAI, PslRGLa/b, PslRGAa/b) indicated that all are
expressed with no significant difference between the –a and –b gene pairing (data not shown).
Consequently, the qPCR assays were performed on the –a gene variant of PslRGL and PslRGA.
Although transcripts of PslDELLA were ubiquitously expressed, their accumulation profile
appears to be organ- and developmental stage-dependent (Fig 5). This preliminary analysis
indicated that these GA-negative signalling components might be transcriptionally regulated,
as suggested for their orthologs in Arabidopsis [81].
All PslDELLA transcripts were abundantly expressed in flower buds (~ −4 DAB), but
showed distinct accumulation pattern afterward. PslRGL transcripts gradually declined along
with development, reaching low levels by the end of fruit initiation (~22 DAB). The signal of
PslRGL detected in flower buds represents the highest abundance among the whole experi-
ment. Conversely, PslGAI and PslRGA steadily increased along with flower development,
peaking soon after fertilization, ~10 DAB. Subsequently, both transcripts behaved similarly
to that of PslRGL mRNA by decreasing to their low levels at the end of fruit-set. GA is
involved in diverse biological processes, particularly flowering and fruit initiation [21–22,
24]. It actively promotes flowering through regulating floral meristem identity genes [20]
and floral integrator genes [23]. Similarly, GA is needed to organize the abundant cell
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division, expansion and embryo development during fruit-set phase [1–2]. The abundance
of the three transcripts during flowering and fruit-set suggested a dominant task of
PslDELLA in regulating GA-response during this stage. Recent evidence suggested that ethyl-
ene is involved in both the control of the ovule lifespan and the determination of the pistil/
fruit fate. The proposed model suggests that ethylene may modulate the onset of ovule senes-
cence and, consequently, the window of GA fruit-set responsiveness by altering GA-percep-
tion and -signalling. Though an actual mechanism remains unidentified, it was suggested
that the ethylene produced in ovules would modulate the excessive GA-response by stabiliz-
ing the DELLAs via CTR1 [82–83]. Interestingly, a remarkable increase in the transcription
Fig 4. Substitutions in the DELLA domain of PslRGA protein prevent the GA-dependent interaction between
PslRGA and PslGID1-like proteins. (A) Alignment of amino acid sequences of the GA-sensitive PslRGL, GA-insensitive
PslRGA and their mutated versions PslRGL
.MU and PslRGA.MU, highlighting the changes in DELLA and TVHYNP motifs
generated by a site-directed mutagenesis approach. (B) Subcellular localization of full-length ORFs of PslRGL, PslRGA
and their mutated derivatives fused to the GFP tag. All constructs were transiently transformed for the assay into N.
tabacum protoplasts. NLS-mCherry was included in each transfection to indicate the location of the nucleus. GFP
fluorescence is shown as green; the merged image is a digital merge of bright field and fluorescent images to illustrate the
protein compartments. Bars = 10 μm. Interaction properties of PslRGL
.MU and PslRGA.MU proteins with PslGID1s using
Y2H (C) and BiFC (D) approaches. Corresponding native proteins were included as controls. All experiments were
repeated a minimum of three independent times. Other details are as in Fig 2.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g004
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Fig 5. Steady-state transcript levels of PslGAI, PslRGL and PslRGA mRNAs assessed by qPCR during EG plum
fruit development, including flowers (FL), fruit set (FI), and the 4 different stages of fruit development (S1-S4).
Results represent data from three biological and three technical replicates. Standard curves were used to calculate the
number of target gene molecules per sample. These were then normalized relative to PslAct expression. Error bars
represent SD. The y-axis refers to the mean molecules of the target gene per reaction/mean molecules of PslAct. The x-
axis in each figure represents the developmental stage as indicated by the number of days after bloom (DAB). The
expression of the three genes during fruit ripening was over-exposed to visualize the changes in transcription levels.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g005
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of several ethylene-associated genes was eventually detected in plum during flower to fruit
transition (i.e. in the same developmental stages used in the present study) [31, 67]. Genetic
and biochemical analyses have shown that the five AtDELLA are actively involved in GA-sig-
nalling and they exhibit both overlapping and distinct roles in regulating GA-responsive
growth [81, 84–86]. For instance, only RGA has been shown to prominently mediate GA
effects on flower development, whereas GAI, RGA, RGL2 and RGL1 play the main role in
the regulation of GA-dependent fruit initiation [44, 87–88]. The accumulation profile of the
different PslDELLA suggested the contribution of the three transcripts in regulating floral
meristem identity and flower bud initiation. However, only PslGAI and PslRGA are appar-
ently more involved in mediating the GA-dependent events of fruit-set.
Stone fruits (Prunus spp.), including plum, exhibits a typical double sigmoid growth pattern
during fruit development with four distinct stages; S1-S4 [13]. During S1 (27–37 DAB), the
three transcripts increased to form a modest peak by ~32 DAB. Subsequently, PslRGL and
PslRGA mRNAs gradually declined to reach relatively low levels by the end of S2 (~52 DAB);
however that of PslGAI continue expressed at nearly constant moderate levels. Throughout
fruit development, it is almost certain that the series of modifications that make the fruit pro-
ceed through the consequent developmental stages involve many different pathways, including
the GA pathway. During S1, the GA is needed to organize the intense cell division and expan-
sion [13]. In S2, there is hardly any increase in fruit size, as the fruit enter a period of growth
dormancy. Therefore, the significant accumulation of PslGAI transcripts seemed to be associ-
ated with the lignification of the endocarp, the only developmental process occurring during
this stage [9,13]. It was demonstrated that GA mediates lignin formation and deposition by
polymerization of pre-formed monomers [89]. These results suggested that all PslDELLA
should be active components of the GA-signal network that regulate fruit growth during
immature S1 stage; however, only PslGAI is the dominant player in modulating the GA-
responses during S2 phase. Comparing PslDELLA expression profile with the changes in GA
contents from flowering until the end of S2-stage suggested that their accumulation is poten-
tially associated with the growth signature events that are triggered in a GA-dependent man-
ner, when GA-biosynthesis and -signalling actively occurred [9,13]. The abundance of
PslDELLA in GA-rich tissues may be caused by rapid turnover of PslDELLA proteins or due to
feedback regulation of PslDELLA transcription during active GA-signalling. Further, it was
demonstrated that the GA-upregulated OsSLR1 expression site is corresponding to the site of
GA action, so its expression should be affected by GA levels [90].
During S3 maturation phase (57–77 DAB); the expression profile of the three transcripts
remained slightly different. In early S3 stage (57–62 DAB), PslGAI signal was greatly detected
and dramatically decreased to its basal levels afterward. However, those of PslRGL and PslRGA
remained at low levels. Through S4, where most ripening-related metabolic changes occurred
in an ethylene-dependent manner, all PslDELLA were scarcely detectable, signifying a minor
contribution during mature growth phase. Interestingly, the decline in PslDELLA transcripts is
associated with accelerated cell division and expansion events, resulting in visible enlargement
in fruit size [13]. GA-mediated responses are under the tight regulation of growth-repressing
DELLA proteins. According to the “relief of restraint” model, any activation of GA-signalling
requires degradation of DELLA proteins [38, 44]. Therefore, the down-regulation of PslDELLA
in mature fruiting tissues can enable fruit expansion and relief fruit growth, reaching their
standard size. The effect of GA application in increasing fruit size and weight of several fruit
species, including plum, strongly support this hypothesis [1, 13, 91].
Although, the levels of the three transcripts were hardly detected, a slight increase in their
signal was observed at ~82 DAB. Remarkably, these minor increases coincided with the cli-
macteric ethylene production peak [64]. Accordingly, it is tempting to speculate that
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PslDELLA are potentially regulated by ethylene during fruit ripening. To confirm this hypothe-
sis, the expression of the three transcripts was assessed in EG fruit pre-treated with the ethylene
stimulator propylene and the ethylene response inhibitor 1-MCP. The results provided further
credence to the potential feedforward regulation of PslDELLA by ethylene in mature fruiting
tissues (S5 Fig). As expected, propylene-treated fruit exhibited rapid and brief ripening profile
in association with increased ethylene levels. In contrast, all fruit treated with 1-MCP were
unable to ripen autonomously and their ethylene production remained low. Propylene treat-
ment caused dramatic increase in all PslDELLA and this correlated well with the changes of
ethylene production during fruit ripening (R2 = 0.96; P<0.01). Conversely, 1-MCP treatment
abolished ethylene-induced PslDELLA expression. Previous studies suggested a cross-talk
between GA and ethylene in the regulation of different aspects of plant development [82, 92].
However, the nature of interaction between the two hormones (positive or negative) is depen-
dent on the developmental and environmental circumstances. Apparently, in mature fruit, eth-
ylene alters GA-responses by directly or indirectly enhancing DELLA transcription and/or
increasing DELLA proteins stability [8, 93].
Overexpression of PslDELLA in WT Arabidopsis
To examine PslDELLA-like protein function in planta, the three genes were introduced sepa-
rately into WT Arabidopsis background (Col). A number of independent transgenic lines (15
to 26 lines / transformation) were obtained and confirmed by qPCR analysis. However, only
two homozygous T3 representatives from each transformation were selected for further studies
on the basis of differential transgene levels (Fig 6A). Transformed plants with empty vector
were phenotypically indistinguishable from WT (data not shown). According to the model
suggested by Achard and Genschik [78], DELLAs restrain plant growth, whereas GA promotes
growth by targeting DELLAs for destruction. Therefore, increasing the amount of DELLA-
repressors within the plant should lead to artefacts due to over-saturation in the system that
typically affect the GA-signalling machinery, causing changes in plant phenotype consistent
with aberrant DELLA protein accumulation [78, 94]. To better characterize the resultant phe-
notypes, the expression of some Arabidopsis genes involved in GA-metabolism was assessed.
GA-homeostasis in a variety of plant species has been found to be tightly linked to the activities
of enzymes involved in GA-biosynthesis and -catabolism [19, 95]. When GA levels and/or
responsiveness are high, genes encoding enzymes for GA-biosynthesis (AtGA20ox and
AtGA3ox) and enzymes for GA-inactivation (AtGA2ox) are subject to negative-feedback and
positive-feedforward regulation, respectively [33]. Consistent with the GA-regulation model,
the accumulation of AtGA2ox8 strongly declined in PslGAI–, PslRGL–and PslRGA–plants by
64%, 60%, and 74%, respectively. While AtGA20ox1 and AtGA3ox1 steadily increased by
~5.1-, ~4.4-, and ~6.2-fold, and ~3.6-, ~4.2- and ~5.5-fold in PslGAI–, PslRGL–and PslRGA–
plants, respectively (Fig 6B). The previous data suggested that the over-accumulation of
PslDELLA in transgenic plants was able to alter the feedback and feedforward regulation of
GA-metabolism pathway. We further characterized the molecular basis of the GA-signalling
disturbance in transgenic plants by quantifying the levels of the five endogenous AtDELLA
mRNAs. However, no significant differences between WT and transgenic plants in the levels
of AtDELLAs were detected, confirming that the resulting phenotypes were due to the selective
introduction of PslDELLA transgene (data not shown). Overexpression of PslDELLAs in WT
Arabidopsis led to dramatic disturbances in general growth performance consistent with
impaired GA-responses. All the plants overexpressing PslDELLA proteins exhibited a severe
dwarf phenotype; however, the repressing activity of PslRGA was always much stronger than
that of PslGAI and PslRGL proteins (Fig 6C).
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Fig 6. (A) PslDELLA transgene levels and (B) the accumulation of the GA-metabolism mRNAs in WT and the different
transgenic events overexpressing PslGAI (L.1), PslRGL (L.9) and PslRGA (L.6) genes. Transcripts accumulation was
determined using qPCR on three biological and three technical replicates. Standard curves were used to calculate the
numbers of target gene molecules per sample, which were then normalized relative to AtAct expression. ND means
non-detectable. (C) Aerial portions of 45-day-old WT and the different transgenic mutant plants grow under standard
conditions; bars = 10 cm.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g006
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Developmental phenotypes of PslDELLA lines
Despite the advances in our understanding of the molecular basis of GA action, it remains
unclear how these key phytohormones promote growth. Overexpressing PslDELLA in Arabi-
dopsis visibly perturb overall plants growth behavior, including rooting capacity, plants archi-
tecture, and general vegetative and reproductive growth. Bioactive GA plays crucial roles in
coordinating different plant growth aspects [5]. Thus, the interruption in GA-signalling path-
way due to PslDELLA–overexpression can explain the distortion in different growth incidence
of transgenic plants. Consequently, application of bioactive GA in such GA-deficient mutants
has convenient implications in identifying the GA-dependent growth processes. Accordingly,
the different PslDELLA–events were phenotypically characterized for some of well-known
GA-dependent traits under standard growth conditions and in response to GA3 treatment.
All PslDELLA–plants exhibited compact shoot growth associated with slender root forma-
tion and proliferation of lateral roots. The root length of PslGAI–, PslRGL–and PslRGA−plants
were enhanced by ~ 0.7-, 1.1-, and 0.9-fold, respectively (Fig 7). By providing an exogenous
supply of bioactive GA3 in the culture medium, we tested the GA-response of the independent
Arabidopsis lines. Excluding PslRGA−plants, GA treatment caused a rapid stem elongation
concomitant with a severe reduction in the formation of adventitious roots. By contrast,
PslRGA−plants were unaffected by the treatment, producing compact shoots and elongated
roots despite the GA3 incorporated in the medium.
The role of GA in plant development has been well characterized [5, 96]. Nevertheless, the
way by how GA regulates plant development is still poorly understood [97–98]. The compact
stem growth along with the accelerated root characteristics are a common behavior in GA-
deficient mutants [47, 99–101]. Recent studies suggested that GA inhibited root growth by
suppressing lateral root formation in a DELLA-dependent pathway [97, 101–103]. The conflict
phenomenon of GA effects in shoot and root growth has been previously reported in several
plants species [102–105]. The fact that PslRGA overexpression, as other PslDELLA promote lat-
eral root formation, but selectively overcomes the inhibitory effect of GA on root formation
support the idea that PslRGA encodes a functional DELLA-repressor, but insensitive to GA
presence.
All transgenic Arabidopsis plants overexpressing the different PslDELLA genes showed
compact growth due to substantial decline in the length of all stem growth-related characters,
Fig 7. (A) Representative 15-day-old seedlings primary roots of WT, PslGAI, PslRGL and PslRGA genotypes. Plants
were grown on MS medium in the presence or absence of GA3 (50 μM); bar = 10 mm. (B) Differential response of WT,
PslGAI, PslRGL and PslRGA root growth to GA treatment. Root length measurements are the means (±SD) of 24
seedlings.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g007
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in which PslRGA–plants had the strongest dwarfing effect. Relative to WT, PslGAI–, PslRGL–
and PslRGA–plants exhibited significant reduction in their overall heights by ~ 83%, 86% and
92%, respectively (Table 1, Fig 8). Moreover, PslGAI–and PslRGL–plants architecture was visi-
bly different due to development of multiple branching architecture in association with
numerous, but notably short internodes (Table 1, Fig 8B and 8C). Among the different trans-
genic events, PslGAI–plants displayed the highest branched structure followed by PslRGL–
plants; however, such structure was not evident in PslRGA–plants. The altered branching pat-
tern PslDELLA–plants is probably due to constitutive GA-response within the axillary bud
meristem. Doust and his colleagues [106] have identified quantitative trait loci in foxtail millet
for branching architecture, including genes encoding GA biosynthetic enzymes. In the LAT-
ERAL SUPPRESSOR (ls) mutant of tomato, in which axillary bud growth is repressed, the GA
content of these buds is higher than in those of the wild type [107]. Apparently, PslDELLA-
repressors alter plant structure directly or indirectly by triggering LS protein [37]. However,
this pattern seems to be more associated with GA-sensitive DELLA-repressor.
The transgenic plants differentially responded to the application of bioactive GA3 (Table 1;
Fig 8F). GA treatment rescued to certain extent PslGAI–and PslRGL–plants’ height mainly due
to extending internode length with no considerable changes in internode number. Relative to
control untreated plants, no changes in the branch architecture were observed (Fig 8B, 8C and
8D). While, the compact phenotype of PslGAI–and PslRGL–mutants can be partially reversed
by GA treatment, PslRGA–plants were not affected by GA presence (Table 1; Fig 8D and 8F)
even after increasing the doses of GA to 500 and 1000 μM. With respect to the typical DELLA
proteins with intact domains, putative DELLA-repressors holding disrupted DELLA domain
are less responsive to GA-induced degradation, indicating that these proteins may function as
constitutive suppressors of GA-signalling independent of GA action [49, 58–59, 90]. Thus, we
hypothesize that the degenerated DELLA domain in PslRGA is the cause of GA-insensitive
phenotype observed in corresponding plants. Apparently, such proteins operate to maintain a
basal level of growth-restraint in specific tissues or at certain points of development despite the
presence or absence of bioactive GA [108–109]. If this is correct, the generated version
PslRGA.MU with recovered DELLA domain should respond to GA treatment on the bases of its
active interaction property detected in yeast system (Fig 4). Hence, transgenic Arabidopsis
plants overexpressing PslRGA.MU sequence were generated and its phenotypical growth char-
acteristics in the presence or absence of GA3 were evaluated. Interestingly, PslRGA.MU–overex-
pression conferred a compact growth phenotype that is not obviously distinguishable from
that occurred by the native PslRGA transgene (Table 1; Fig 8D and 8F). Contrary to PslRGA–
plants, when PslRGA.MU–plants treated with GA they developed elongated internodes, result-
ing in partial recovery.
Plants can adopt a wide variety of environmental forms. The plasticity plays important
roles in ecosystems, agriculture and landscape aesthetics. Under stressful circumstances, plants
can rapidly respond to the environmental stimuli by rebuilding their system architecture to
modify whole plant strategies, avoiding the environmental impact with maintaining produc-
tivity. The fundamental importance of these processes has prompted considerable research
into how plants perceived the alert signal and how they governed the subsequent changes in
growth behavior. Recent studies proposed that GA-signalling permits flexible and appropriate
modulation of plant growth in response to changes in natural environments [63, 86, 93, 110].
Therefore, it is possible to speculate that GA is one of the key players that regulate the plant’s
decision if exposed to unfavorable environmental conditions through upregulating DELLA-
repressors, leading to impaired growth rate. If this is the case, it is obvious that the over-accu-
mulation of PslDELLA in transgenic plants will turn-on the alert signal, resulting in not only
reduced stem growth but also enhanced rooting system.
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Gibberellins are involved in the developmental events leading to reproductive competence,
as well as in floral determination and commitment [85, 93]. Under standard growth condi-
tions, PslDELLA–overexpression caused substantial disorder in all phenotypical and phenolog-
ical characteristics of reproductive growth. GA treatment was able to recover the different
aspects of reproductive growth disruption in all mutants, excluding those of PslRGA–plants;
however, the recovery remained visibly less than WT. Conversely, PslRGA–plants continued
showing insensitive response to GA.
The number of flowers/inflorescence noticeably decreased in different transgenic events. In
addition, the transition to flowering was considerably delayed in PslGAI–, PslRGL–, and
PslRGA–plants by ~17, ~22, and ~35 days, respectively. Further, PslDELLA–plants displayed
generally much smaller flower size and their filaments were usually shorter than their pistil
(Table 1, Fig 9A). Such variation between the stamens and pistil can cause a major reduction
in fertility, especially in self-pollinated species. Excluding PslRGA–flowers, GA application
restored flowers number, flowering time and proper flower structure (Table 1).
Relative to WT, the time from flowering to silique maturation was significantly delayed by
~ 13, 16 and 19 days in PslGAI–, PslRGL–, and the two PslRGA–related plants, respectively
(Table 1). GA treatment slightly delayed silique maturity in WT plants. This contradictory
response is probably due to reach over-dose levels of the hormone, suggesting the importance
of optimal GA levels to ensure proper growth and development. By contrast, the treatment
Fig 8. Representative 50-day-old aerial portions of WT (A), PslGAI (B), PslRGL (C), PslRGA (D) and PslRGA
.MU (E)
plants grow under standard conditions with or without GA3 (100 μM) treatment; bars = 10 cm. (F) Differential response of
WT, PslGAI−, PslRGL−, PslGAI− and PslRGA
.MU−plant growth to GA treatment. Plant height measurements are the
means (±SD) of 24 plants.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g008
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considerably reduced siliques shattering duration, but substantially remained longer than WT.
Furthermore, both silique length and seed number were drastically reduced in PslDELLA–
plants (Table 1, Fig 9B). Silique lengths of PslGAI–, PslRGL–, and the two PslRGA–related
plants were reduced by ~ 79%, 77% and 89%, respectively. Although all mutants exhibited sig-
nificant reduction in seed number potentially due to compromised flower structure, the seeds
were completely developed, but exhibited delayed germination estimated by 2 days later than
WT in all PslDELLA–mutants. Analysis of different growth aspects in response to GA applica-
tion highlighted the PslRGA.MU–plants as the strongest mutant resisting the stimulatory effect
of GA in re-establishing typical growth, suggesting the existence of other obstacles within the
sequence that still impairs PslRGA.MU–AtGID1 interactions.
GA-insensitivity due to PslRGA stability
Ultimate GA-response is the result of antagonistic reaction between GA activation and sup-
pression mechanisms [111]. Therefore, any disturbance in these machineries can modify the
response of plants to active GA. The GA-insensitivity observed in transgenic PslRGA–plants
Fig 9. Close-up views of WT, PslGAI−, PslRGL−, PslRGA−, and PslRGA
.MU−flowers (A) and siliques (B) from
plants grow under standard conditions with or without GA3 (100 μM) treatment. Sepals and petals were removed to
reveal the anthers and pistil; bars = 10 mm.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g009
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along with the ability of GA treatment to rescue PslRGA.MU–plants suggested that PslRGA is a
highly stable DELLA protein. To confirm this hypothesis, we determined the kinetics change
in detectable level of nuclear PslDELLA−GFP fluorescence in transgenic Arabidopsis roots
independently expressing the different PslDELLA−GFP proteins after 60, 120 and 240 minutes
of GA3 treatment. Using this approach allowed us to monitor any alteration in the dynamic of
PslDELLA−GFP proteins degradation in response to exogenously applied GA, which is infor-
mative because PslDELLA−GFP proteins are functionally active in respective transgenic
plants.
Fluorescence intensity of PslGAI–and PslRGL−GFP chimeric proteins in root cell nuclei
decreased substantially within 120 minutes of GA treatment and disappeared after 240 min-
utes, indicative of complete degradation of both proteins (Fig 10A and 10B), as demonstrated
previously for several GA-sensitive DELLA proteins [63, 112–114]. Conversely, this dynamic
GA-induced degradation of the two PslDELLA proteins was not seen in transgenic roots carry-
ing PslRGA. PslRGA−GFP fluorescence showed full resistance to the destabilizing impact of
GA and did not display any changes in fluorescence intensity 240 minutes after the onset of
GA treatment (Fig 10C).
The stability of PslRGA protein was further confirmed by assessing the response of modi-
fied PslRGA.MU−GFP expressed in Arabidopsis root tips to GA treatment. Although PslRGA.
MU−GFP showed slower degradation rate in response to GA presence comparing with PslGAI
and PslRGL proteins, the generated protein was readily degradable and almost disappeared
240 minutes post GA treatment (Fig 10D). One possible explanation for the relative persist sig-
nal of PslRGA.MU−GFP for longer period post GA treatment would be attributable to the exis-
tence of other substitutions within the sequence that impair PslRGA.MU–AtGID interactions.
In subsequent experiments, we transiently expressed the native ORFs PslRGL−GFB and
PslRGA−GFP as well as their modified derivatives (PslRGL.MU−GFP and PslRGA.MU−GFP) in
tobacco protoplasts treated with GA, paclobutrazol (PAC), and a joint treatment of PAC fol-
lowed by GA to avoid the involvement of endogenous GA effect. Consistent with the previous
results, the application of GA to protoplasts carrying the PslRGL−GFP and PslRGA.MU−GFP
derivatives induced the disappearance of GFP florescence signal (Fig 11A and 11D). However,
the intensity of nuclear signal in protoplasts transfected with PslRGA−GFP and more interest-
ingly that of PslRGL.MU−GFP holding degenerated DELLA domain was not affected by GA
(Fig 11B and 11C). Because PAC inhibits GA-biosynthesis, we sought to determine whether
PAC treatment would have a different effect on PslDELLA protein degradation. PAC treat-
ment enhanced the protein stabilization, as determined by the strong GFP signal detected with
all tested chimeric proteins (Fig 11). We then examined the response of different proteins to a
combined treatment of PAC+GA to confirm that the rapid loss of GFP fluorescence is GA-
dependent. The responses of different proteins to the combined treatment were similar to
their response to protoplasts treated with GA only (Fig 11). Thus, GA activity seemed to cause
the reduced level of the PslRGL and PslRGA.MU proteins. These results further support the
critical contribution of conserved DELLA domain in mediating the GA-dependent DELLA
degradation. The stability of DELLA proteins was demonstrated previously for plant mutants
exhibiting naturally occurred and/or intentionally induced mutations (point mutation, dele-
tion or truncation) within the critically important DELLA domain [58, 90, 94, 103, 115–118].
The absence of the conserved DELLA domain abolished the interaction of corresponding pro-
teins with GID1, affecting their subsequent degradation via the ubiquitin/26S proteasome
pathway [53–54].
The consistency of PslDELLA responses to GA using different approaches suggested that
plum fruit development is actively regulated by three types of DELLA transcription factors in
which two of them encode GA-sensitive proteins (PslGAI and PslRGL); however, the third
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
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one is GA-insensitive (PslRGA). This raises the question—why plum trees comprise a GA-
insensitive DELLA protein within its genome? The destabilization of PslGAI and PslRGL likely
released the growth-restraining effects of the two proteins in the fruiting tissues. It could be
speculated that because DELLA-less forms of proteins, as PslRGA, are more resistant to GA-
Fig 10. PslRGA is not subjected to GA-induced degradation. GFP fluorescence of primary 5-day-old Arabidopsis
seedling roots, expressing (A) PslGAI−GFP, (B) PslRGL−GFP, (C) PslRGA−GFP, and (D) PslRGA
.MU−GFP.
Fluorescence were monitored with confocal laser scanning microscopy after treatment with water (mock) or GA3 (100 μM)
for 60, 120 and 240 minutes.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g010
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dependent degradation, they will have strong effect in controlling GA-signalling that coordi-
nate fruit growth. Thus, such proteins can be present in plants and function as a backup system
in place, avoiding the unnecessary excessive accumulation of GA-signalling. Our observation
that PslRGA−overexpression inhibits the expansion of reproductive growth, overcoming the
destabilization effect of GA application supports this hypothesis.
Supporting Information
S1 Fig. Evolutionary relationships of DELLA proteins. The evolutionary distances were
computed using the Poisson correction method. The analysis involved 31 amino acid
sequences from different plant species that belong to monocots and dicots, including P.
Fig 11. Modifications in PslRGL and PslRGA DELLA domain alter their GA-dependent responses. Confocal
microscopic images of GFP fluorescence in tobacco BY-2 cells transiently expressed PslRGL−GFP (A), PslRGA−GFP
(B), PslRGL
.MU−GFP (C) and PslRGA.MU−GFP (D) chimeric proteins. BY-2 cells were treated with GA3 (100 μM),
paclobutrazol (10 μM) and a joint treatment of PAC and GA. Non-treated cells were used as control. NLS-mCherry was
included in each transfection to indicate the location of the nucleus. GFP fluorescence is shown as green; the merged
image is a digital merge of bright field and fluorescent images to illustrate the protein compartments. All experiments were
repeated a minimum of three independent times; bars = 10 μm.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440.g011
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salicina (Psl), P. persica (Pp), P. mume (Pm), M. domestica (Md), F. vesca (Fv), V. vinifera (Vv),
S. lycopersicum (Sl), A. thaliana (At), P. trichocarpa (Pt), O. sativa (Os) and Z. mays (Zm).
Bootstrap confidence values from 1000 replicates are indicated above branches.
(DOCX)
S2 Fig. Subcellular localization of PslDELLA sequences fused to the GFP tag. All constructs
were transiently transformed for the assay into N. tabacum protoplasts. NLS-mCherry was
included in each transfection to indicate the location of the nucleus. GFP fluorescence is
shown as green; the merged image is a digital merge of bright field and fluorescent images to
illustrate the protein compartments. All experiments were repeated a minimum of three inde-
pendent times; bars = 10 μm.
(DOCX)
S3 Fig. The 3-D modelling structure of PslGAI, PslRGL, PslRGA, and the Arabidopsis
AtGAI proteins. The hydrophobic, polar, positively-, and negatively-charged residues are
indicated in white, green, blue and red colors, respectively.
(DOCX)
S4 Fig. Alignment of amino acid sequences of the GA-insensitive PslRGAa, PslRGAb
(uncharacterized) and their closest GA-sensitive paralog in grape VvDELLA3. Amino acid
residues in red represent the three amino acids mutated for functional analysis. Other details
as in Fig 1.
(DOCX)
S5 Fig. Ethylene production and steady-state PslDELLA levels during four different ripen-
ing stages [non-climacteric (NC), pre-climacteric (PrC), climacteric (C) and post-climac-
teric (PoC)] in control EG fruit and fruit pre-treated with propylene (1000 μl l–1) and the
ethylene-inhibitor 1-MCP (1 μl l–1). Mature EG fruit (76 DAB) were harvested before auto-
catalytic ethylene production had risen and subjected to various treatments. Other details as in
Fig 5.
(DOCX)
S1 Table. The oligonucleotide primers.
(DOCX)
S2 Table. Amino acid sequence comparison between the predicted full-length plum and
Arabidopsis DELLA gene family.
(DOCX)
Author Contributions
Conceptualization: SJ IE.
Data curation: IE MA SJ SS.
Formal analysis: IE SS MA.
Funding acquisition: SJ IE.
Investigation: IE SJ SS MA.
Methodology: IE MA SS.
Project administration: SJ.
Resources: SJ.
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440 January 11, 2017 25 / 31
Software: SJ IE MA.
Supervision: SJ.
Validation: IE SJ SS.
Visualization: SJ IE SS MA.
Writing – original draft: IE SJ.
Writing – review & editing: IE SJ SS MA.
References
1. Serrani JC, Sanjua´n R, Ruiz-Rivero O, Fos M, Garcı´a Martı´nez JL. Gibberellin regulation of fruit set
and growth in tomato. Plant Physiol. 2007; 145(1): 246–257. doi: 10.1104/pp.107.098335 PMID:
17660355
2. de Jong M, Mariani C, Vriezen WH. The role of auxin and gibberellin in tomato fruit set. J Exp Bot.
2009; 60(5): 1523–1532. doi: 10.1093/jxb/erp094 PMID: 19321650
3. McAtee P, Karim S, Schaffer R, David K. A dynamic interplay between phytohormones is required for
fruit development, maturation, and ripening. Front Plant Sci. 2013; 4: 79. doi: 10.3389/fpls.2013.
00079 PMID: 23616786
4. Kumar R, Khurana A, Sharma AK. Role of plant hormones and their interplay in development and rip-
ening of fleshy fruits. J Exp Bot. 2014; 65(16): 4561–4575. doi: 10.1093/jxb/eru277 PMID: 25028558
5. Richards DE, King KE, Ait-ali T, Harberd NP. How gibberellin regulates plant growth and development:
a molecular genetic analysis of gibberellin signalling. Annu Rev Plant Physiol Plant Mol Biol. 2001; 52:
67–88. doi: 10.1146/annurev.arplant.52.1.67 PMID: 11337392
6. Olszewski N, Sun TP, Gubler F. Gibberellin signalling, biosynthesis, catabolism, and response path-
ways. Plant Cell. 2002; 14 Suppl: S61–S80.
7. Thomas SG, Sun TP. Update on gibberellin signalling. A tale of the tall and the short. Plant Physiol.
2004; 135(2): 668–676. doi: 10.1104/pp.104.040279 PMID: 15208413
8. Fleet CM, Sun TP. A DELLAcate balance: The role of gibberellin in plant morphogenesis. Curr Opin
Plant Biol. 2005; 8(1): 77–85. doi: 10.1016/j.pbi.2004.11.015 PMID: 15653404
9. El-Sharkawy I, El Kayal W, Prasath D, Ferna´ndez H, Bouzayen M, Svircev AM, et al. Identification and
genetic characterization of a gibberellin 2-oxidase gene that controls tree stature and reproductive
growth in plum. J Exp Bot. 2012; 63 (3): 1225–1239. doi: 10.1093/jxb/err345 PMID: 22080981
10. Mesejo C, Yuste R, Martı´nez-Fuentes A, Reig C, Iglesias DJ, Primo-Millo E, et al. Self-pollination and
parthenocarpic ability in developing ovaries of self-incompatible Clementine mandarins (Citrus clem-
entina). Physiol Plant. 2013; 148(1): 87–96. doi: 10.1111/j.1399-3054.2012.01697.x PMID: 23002897
11. Acheampong AK, Hu J, Rotman A, Zheng C, Halaly T, Takebayashi Y, et al. Functional characteriza-
tion and developmental expression profiling of gibberellin signalling components in Vitis vinifera. J Exp
Bot. 2015; 66(5): 1463–1476. doi: 10.1093/jxb/eru504 PMID: 25588745
12. Talon M, Zacarias L, Primo-Millo E. Gibberellins and parthenocarpic ability in developing ovaries of
seedless mandarins. Plant Physiol. 1992; 99(4): 1575–1581. PMID: 16669076
13. El-Sharkawy I, Sherif S, El Kayal W, Mahboob A, Abubaker K, Ravindran P, et al. Characterization of
gibberellin-signalling elements during plum fruit ontogeny defines the essentiality of gibberellin in fruit
development. Plant Mol Biol. 2014; 84(4–5): 399–413. doi: 10.1007/s11103-013-0139-8 PMID:
24142379
14. Walser MN, Walker DR, Seeley SD. Effects of temperature fall defoliation and gibberellic acid on the
rest period of peach leaf buds. J Am Soc Hortic Sci. 1981; 106: 91–94.
15. Jackson DI. Gibberellin in the growth of peach and apricot fruits. Aust J Biol Sci. 1968; 21: 209–215.
16. Crane JC. The role of hormones in fruit set and development. Hort Sci. 1969; 4: 108–111.
17. Bukvoac MJ, Yuda E. Endogenous plant growth substances in developing fruit of Prunus cerasus L.
Plant Physiol. 1979; 63 (1): 129–132. PMID: 16660663
18. Gillaspy G, Ben-David H, Gruissem W. Fruits: a developmental perspective. Plant Cell. 1993; 5(10):
1439–1451. doi: 10.1105/tpc.5.10.1439 PMID: 12271039
19. Sun TP, Gubler F. Molecular mechanism of gibberellin signalling in plants. Annu Rev Plant Biol. 2004;
55: 197–223. doi: 10.1146/annurev.arplant.55.031903.141753 PMID: 15377219
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440 January 11, 2017 26 / 31
20. Blazquez MA, Green R, Nilsson O, Sussman MR, Weigel D. Gibberellins promote flowering of Arabi-
dopsis by activating the LEAFY promoter. Plant Cell. 1998; 10(5): 791–800. PMID: 9596637
21. Goto N, Pharis RP. Role of gibberellins in the development of floral organs of the gibberellin-deficient
mutant, ga1-1, of Arabidopsis thaliana. Can J Bot. 1999; 77(7): 944–954.
22. Davies PJ. Plant Hormones: Biosynthesis, Signal Transduction, Action! ( 3rd edn). Dordrecht, The
Netherlands: Springer 2004.
23. Bernier G, Perilleux C. A physiological overview of the genetics of flowering time control. Plant Bio-
technol J. 2005; 3(1): 3–16. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-7652.2004.00114.x PMID: 17168895
24. Vivian-Smith A., Koltunow AM. Genetic analysis of growth-regulator-induced parthenocarpy in Arabi-
dopsis. Plant Physiol. 1999; 121(2): 437–451. PMID: 10517835
25. Ozga JA, van Huizen R, Reinecke DM. Hormone and seed-specific regulation of pea fruit growth.
Plant Physiol. 2002; 128(4): 1379–1389. doi: 10.1104/pp.010800 PMID: 11950986
26. Ozga JA, Reinecke DM. Hormonal interactions in fruit development. J Plant Growth Regul. 2003; 22
(1): 73–81.
27. Mariotti L, Picciarelli P, Lombardi L, Ceccarelli N. Fruit-set and early fruit growth in tomato are associ-
ated with increases in indoleacetic acid, cytokinin, and bioactive gibberellin contents. J Plant Growth
Regul. 2011; 30(4): 405–415.
28. Yamaguchi I, Takahashi N. Change of gibberellin and abscisic acid content during fruit development
of Prunus persica. Plant Cell Physiol. 1976; 17(3): 611–614.
29. Sacher JA. Senescence and postharvest physiology. Annu Rev Plant Physiol. 1973; 24(1): 197–224.
30. Calvo AP, Nicola´s C, Nicola´s G, Rodrı´guez D. Evidence of a cross-talk regulation of a GA 20-oxidase
(FsGA20ox1) by gibberellins and ethylene during the breaking of dormancy in Fagus sylvatica seeds.
Physiol Plant. 2004; 120(4): 623–630. doi: 10.1111/j.0031-9317.2004.0270.x PMID: 15032824
31. El-Sharkawy I, Kim WS, Jayasankar S, Svircev AM, Brown DCW. Differential regulation of four mem-
bers of ACC synthase gene family in plum. J Exp Bot. 2008; 59(8): 2009–2027. doi: 10.1093/jxb/
ern056 PMID: 18535295
32. Schwechheimer C. Understanding gibberellic acid signaling—are we there yet? Curr Opin Plant Biol.
2008; 11(1): 9–15. doi: 10.1016/j.pbi.2007.10.011 PMID: 18077204
33. Yamaguchi S. Gibberellin metabolism and its regulation. Annu Rev Plant Biol. 2008; 59: 225–251.
doi: 10.1146/annurev.arplant.59.032607.092804 PMID: 18173378
34. Gao XH, Xiao SL, Yao QF, Wang YJ, Fu XD. An updated GA signaling ‘relief of repression’ regulatory
model. Mol Plant. 2011; 4(4): 601–606. doi: 10.1093/mp/ssr046 PMID: 21690205
35. Sun TP. The molecular mechanism and evolution of the GA-GID1-DELLA signaling module in plants.
Curr Biol. 2011; 21(9): R338–R345. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2011.02.036 PMID: 21549956
36. Hauvermale AL, Ariizumi T, Steber CM. Gibberellin signaling: A theme and variations on DELLA
repression. Plant Physiol. 2012; 160(1): 83–92. doi: 10.1104/pp.112.200956 PMID: 22843665
37. Bolle C. The role of GRAS proteins in plant signal transduction and development. Planta. 2004; 218
(5): 683–692. doi: 10.1007/s00425-004-1203-z PMID: 14760535
38. Harberd NP. Botany. Relieving DELLA restraint. Science. 2003; 299(5614): 1853–1854. doi: 10.
1126/science.1083217 PMID: 12649470
39. Dill A, Sun TP. Synergistic de-repression of gibberellin signalling by removing RGA and GAI function
in Arabidopsis thaliana. Genetics. 2001; 159(2): 777–785. PMID: 11606552
40. King K, Moritz T, Harberd N. Gibberellins are not required for normal stem growth in Arabidopsis thali-
ana in the absence of GAI and RGA. Genetics. 2001; 159(2): 767–776. PMID: 11606551
41. Martı´ C, Orza´ez D, Ellul P, Moreno V, Carbonell J, Granell A. Silencing of DELLA induces facultative
parthenocarpy in tomato fruits. Plant J. 2007; 52(5): 865–876. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-313X.2007.03282.
x PMID: 17883372
42. Dorcey E, Urbez C, Bla´zquez MA, Carbonell J, Perez-Amador MA. Fertilization-dependent auxin
response in ovules triggers fruit development through the modulation of gibberellin metabolism in Ara-
bidopsis. Plant J. 2009; 58(2): 318–332. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-313X.2008.03781.x PMID: 19207215
43. Carrera E, Ruiz-Rivero O, Peres LEP, Atares A, Garcia-Martinez JL. Characterization of the procera
tomato mutant shows novel functions of the SlDELLA protein in the control of flower morphology, cell
division and expansion, and the auxin-signaling pathway during fruit-set and development. Plant Phy-
siol. 2012; 160(3): 1581–1596. doi: 10.1104/pp.112.204552 PMID: 22942390
44. Fuentes S, Ljung K, Sorefan K, Alvey E, Harberd NP,Østergaard L. Fruit growth in Arabidopsis occurs
via DELLA-dependent and DELLA-independent gibberellin responses. Plant Cell. 2012; 24(10):
3982–3996. doi: 10.1105/tpc.112.103192 PMID: 23064323
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440 January 11, 2017 27 / 31
45. de Lucas M, Davière JM, Rodrı´guez-Falco´n M, Pontin M, Iglesias-Pedraz JM, Lorrain S, et al. A
molecular framework for light and gibberellin control of cell elongation. Nature. 2008; 451(7177): 480–
484. doi: 10.1038/nature06520 PMID: 18216857
46. Feng S, Martinez C, Gusmaroli G, Wang Y, Zhou J, Wang F, et al. Coordinated regulation of Arabidop-
sis thaliana development by light and gibberellins. Nature. 2008; 451(7177): 475–479. doi: 10.1038/
nature06448 PMID: 18216856
47. Griffiths J, Murase K, Rieu I, Zentella R, Zhang ZL, Powers SJ, et al. Genetic characterization and
functional analysis of the GID1 gibberellin receptors in Arabidopsis. Plant Cell. 2006; 18(12): 3399–
3414. doi: 10.1105/tpc.106.047415 PMID: 17194763
48. Ueguchi-Tanaka M, Nakajima M, Katoh E, Ohmiya H, Asano K, Saji S, et al. Molecular interactions of
a soluble gibberellin receptor, GID1, with a rice DELLA protein, SLR1, and gibberellin. Plant Cell.
2007; 19(7): 2140–2155. doi: 10.1105/tpc.106.043729 PMID: 17644730
49. Willige BC, Ghosh S, Nill C, Zourelidou M, Dohmann EM, Maier A, et al. The DELLA domain of GA
INSENSITIVE mediates the interaction with the GA INSENSITIVE DWARF1A gibberellin receptor of
Arabidopsis. Plant Cell. 2007; 19(4): 1209–1220. doi: 10.1105/tpc.107.051441 PMID: 17416730
50. Murase K, Hirano Y, Sun T, Hakoshima T. Gibberellin-induced DELLA recognition by the gibberellin
receptor GID1. Nature. 2008; 456(7221): 459–463. doi: 10.1038/nature07519 PMID: 19037309
51. McGinnis KM, Thomas SG, Soule JD, Strader LC, Zale JM, Sun TP, et al. The Arabidopsis SLEEPY1
gene encodes a putative F-box subunit of an SCF E3 ubiquitin ligase. Plant Cell. 2003; 15(5): 1120–
1130. doi: 10.1105/tpc.010827 PMID: 12724538
52. Sasaki A, Itoh H, Gomi K, Ueguchi-Tanaka M, Ishiyama K, Kobayashi M, et al. Accumulation of phos-
phorylated repressor for gibberellin signaling in an F-box mutant. Science. 2003; 299(5614): 1896–
1898. doi: 10.1126/science.1081077 PMID: 12649483
53. Dill A, Thomas SG, Hu J, Steber CM, Sun TP. The Arabidopsis F-box protein SLEEPY1 targets gib-
berellin signalling repressors for gibberellin-induced degradation. Plant Cell. 2004; 16(6): 1392–1405.
doi: 10.1105/tpc.020958 PMID: 15155881
54. Fu X, Richards DE, Fleck B, Xie D, Burton N, Harberd NP. The Arabidopsis mutant sleepy1gar2-1 pro-
tein promotes plant growth by increasing the affinity of the SCFSLY1 E3 ubiquitin ligase for DELLA pro-
tein substrates. Plant Cell. 2004; 16(6): 1406–1418. doi: 10.1105/tpc.021386 PMID: 15161962
55. Arnaud N, Girin T, Sorefan K, Fuentes S, Wood TA, Lawrenson T, et al. Gibberellins control fruit pat-
terning in Arabidopsis thaliana. Genes Dev. 2010; 24(19): 2127–2132. doi: 10.1101/gad.593410
PMID: 20889713
56. Harberd NP, Freeling M. Genetics of dominant gibberellin-insensitive dwarfism in maize. Genetics.
1989; 121(4): 827–838. PMID: 17246493
57. Peng J, Richards DE, Hartley NM, Murphy GP, Devos KM, Flintham JE, et al. ‘Green revolution’
genes encode mutant gibberellin response modulators. Nature. 1999; 400(6741): 256–261. doi: 10.
1038/22307 PMID: 10421366
58. Boss PK, Thomas MR. Association of dwarfism and floral induction with a grape ‘green revolution’
mutation. Nature. 2002; 416(96883): 847–850.
59. Chandler PM, Marion-Poll A, Ellis M, Gubler F. Mutants at the slender1 locus of barley cv himalaya.
Molecular and physiological characterization. Plant Physiol. 2002; 129(1): 181–190. doi: 10.1104/pp.
010917 PMID: 12011349
60. Weston DE, Elliott RC, Lester DR, Rameau C, Reid JB, Murfet IC, et al. The Pea DELLA proteins LA
and CRY are important regulators of gibberellin synthesis and root growth. Plant Physiol. 2008; 147
(1): 199–205. doi: 10.1104/pp.108.115808 PMID: 18375599
61. Asano K, Hirano K, Ueguchi-Tanaka M, Angeles-Shim RB, Komura T, Satoh H, et al. Isolation and
characterization of dominant dwarf mutants, Slr1-d, in rice. Mol Genet Genomics. 2009; 281(2): 223–
231. doi: 10.1007/s00438-008-0406-6 PMID: 19066966
62. Achard P, Gusti A, Cheminant S, Alioua M, Dhondt S, Coppens F, et al. Gibberellin signaling controls
cell proliferation rate in Arabidopsis. Curr Biol. 2009; 19(14): 1188–1193. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2009.05.
059 PMID: 19576768
63. Harberd NP. Belfield E, Yasumura Y. The angiosperm Gibberellin-GID1-DELLA growth regulatory
mechanism: How an “Inhibitor of an Inhibitor” enables flexible response to fluctuating environments.
Plant Cell. 2009; 21(5): 1328–1339. doi: 10.1105/tpc.109.066969 PMID: 19470587
64. El-Sharkawy I, Kim WS, El-Kereamy A, Jayasankar S, Svircev AM, Brown DCW. Isolation and charac-
terization of four ethylene signal transduction elements in plums (Prunus salicina L.). J Exp Bot. 2007;
58(13): 3631–3643. doi: 10.1093/jxb/erm213 PMID: 18057041
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440 January 11, 2017 28 / 31
65. Altschul SF, Madden TL, Schaffer AA, Zhang J, Zhang Z, Miller W, et al. Gapped BLAST and PSI-
BLAST: a new generation of protein database search programs. Nucleic Acids Res. 1997; 25(17):
3389–3402. PMID: 9254694
66. Tamura K, Peterson D, Peterson N, Stecher G, Nei M, Kumar S. MEGA5: Molecular Evolutionary
Genetics Analysis using maximum likelihood, evolutionary distance, and maximum parsimony meth-
ods. Mol Biol Evol. 2011; 28(10): 2731–2739. doi: 10.1093/molbev/msr121 PMID: 21546353
67. El-Sharkawy I, Sherif S, Mila I, Bouzayen M, Jayasankar S. Molecular characterization of seven
genes encoding ethylene-responsive transcriptional factors during plum fruit development and ripen-
ing. J Exp Bot. 2009; 60(3): 907–922. doi: 10.1093/jxb/ern354 PMID: 19213809
68. Wang T, Tomic S, Gabdoulline RR, Wade RC. How optimal are the binding energetics of barnase and
barstar? Biophys J. 2004; 87(3): 1618–1630. doi: 10.1529/biophysj.104.040964 PMID: 15345541
69. Baker NA, Sept D, Joseph S, Holst MJ, McCammon JA. Electrostatics of nanosystems: application to
microtubules and the ribosome. Proc Natl Acad Sci, USA. 2001; 98(18): 10037–10041. doi: 10.1073/
pnas.181342398 PMID: 11517324
70. Hellens RP, Edwards AE, Leyland NR, Bean S, Mullineaux P. pGreen: A versatile and flexible binary
Ti vector for Agrobacterium-mediated plant transformation. Plant Mol Biol. 2000; 42(6): 819–832.
PMID: 10890530
71. Hirano K, Asano K, Tsuji H, Kawamura M, Mori H, Kitano H, et al. Characterization of the molecular
mechanism underlying gibberellin perception complex formation in rice. Plant Cell. 2010; 22(8):
2680–2696. doi: 10.1105/tpc.110.075549 PMID: 20716699
72. Hirano K, Kouketu E, Katoh H, Aya K, Ueguchi-Tanaka M, Matsuoka M. The suppressive function of
the rice DELLA protein SLR1 is dependent on its transcriptional activation activity. Plant J. 2012; 71
(3): 443–453. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-313X.2012.05000.x PMID: 22429711
73. Sheerin DJ, Buchanan J, Kirk C, Harvey D, Sun X, Spagnuolo J, et al. Inter- and intra-molecular inter-
actions of Arabidopsis thaliana DELLA protein RGL1. Biochem J. 2011; 435(3): 629–39. doi: 10.1042/
BJ20101941 PMID: 21323638
74. Tian CG, Wan P, Sun SH, Li JY, Chen MS. Genome-wide analysis of the GRAS gene family in rice
and Arabidopsis. Plant Mol Biol. 2004; 54(4): 519–532. doi: 10.1023/B:PLAN.0000038256.89809.57
PMID: 15316287
75. Fleck B, Harberd NP. Evidence that the Arabidopsis nuclear gibberellin signalling protein GAI is not
destabilised by gibberellin. Plant J. 2002; 44(6): 88–99.
76. Yasumura Y, Crumpton-Taylor M, Fuentes S, Harberd NP. Step-by-step acquisition of the gibberellin-
DELLA growth regulatory mechanism during land-plant evolution. Curr Biol. 2007; 17(14): 1225–
1230. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2007.06.037 PMID: 17627823
77. Ariizumi T, Murase K, Sun TP, Steber CM. Proteolysis-independent downregulation of DELLA repres-
sion in Arabidopsis by the gibberellin receptor GIBBERELLIN INSENSITIVE DWARF1. Plant Cell.
2008; 20(9): 2447–2459. doi: 10.1105/tpc.108.058487 PMID: 18827182
78. Achard P, Genschik P. Releasing the brakes of plant growth: how GAs shutdown DELLA proteins. J
Exp Bot. 2009; 60(4): 1085–1092. doi: 10.1093/jxb/ern301 PMID: 19043067
79. Hirano K, Nakajima M, Asano K, Nishiyama T, Sakakibara H, Kojima M, et al. The GID1-mediated gib-
berellin perception mechanism is conserved in the lycophyte Selaginella moellendorffii but not in the
bryophyte Physcomitrella patens. Plant Cell. 2007; 19(10): 3058–3079. doi: 10.1105/tpc.107.051524
PMID: 17965273
80. Cowling RJ, Kamiya Y, Seto H, Harberd NP. Gibberellin dose-response regulation of GA4 gene tran-
script levels in Arabidopsis. Plant Physiol. 1998; 117(4): 1195–1203. PMID: 9701576
81. Tyler L, Thomas SG, Hu JH, Dill A, Alonso JM, Ecker JR, et al. DELLA proteins and gibberellin-regu-
lated seed germination and floral development in Arabidopsis. Plant Physiol. 2004; 135(2): 1008–
1019. doi: 10.1104/pp.104.039578 PMID: 15173565
82. Achard P, Vriezen WH, Van Der Straeten D, Harberd NP. Ethylene regulates Arabidopsis develop-
ment via the modulation of DELLA protein growth repressor function. Plant Cell. 2003; 15(12): 2816–
2825. doi: 10.1105/tpc.015685 PMID: 14615596
83. Carbonell-Bejerano P, Urbez C, Granell A, Carbonell J, Perez-Amador MA. Ethylene is involved in pis-
til fate by modulating the onset of ovule senescence and the GA-mediated fruit set in Arabidopsis.
BMC Plant Biol. 2011; 11: 84. doi: 10.1186/1471-2229-11-84 PMID: 21575215
84. Lee S, Cheng H, King KE, Wang W, Hussain A, Lo J, et al. Gibberellin regulates Arabidopsis seed ger-
mination via RGL2, a GAI/RGA-like gene whose expression is up-regulated following imbibition.
Genes Dev. 2002; 16(5): 646–658. doi: 10.1101/gad.969002 PMID: 11877383
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440 January 11, 2017 29 / 31
85. Cheng H, Qin L, Lee S, Fu X, Richards DE, Cao D, et al. Gibberellin regulates Arabidopsis floral devel-
opment via suppression of DELLA protein function. Development. 2004; 131(5): 1055–1064. doi: 10.
1242/dev.00992 PMID: 14973286
86. Achard P, Cheng H, De Grauwe L, Decat J, Schoutteten H, Moritz T, et al. Integration of plant
responses to environmentally activated phytohormonal signals. Science. 2006; 331(5757): 91–94.
87. Hou X, Hu WW, Shen L, Lee LY, Tao Z, Han JH, et al. Global identification of DELLA target genes dur-
ing Arabidopsis flower development. Plant Physiol. 2008; 147(3): 1126–1142. doi: 10.1104/pp.108.
121301 PMID: 18502975
88. Galvão VC, Horrer D, Ku¨ttner F, Schmid M. Spatial control of flowering by DELLA proteins in Arabidop-
sis thaliana. Development. 2012; 139(21): 4072–4082. doi: 10.1242/dev.080879 PMID: 22992955
89. Biemelt S, Tschiersch H, Sonnewald U. Impact of altered gibberellin metabolism on biomass accumu-
lation, lignin biosynthesis, and photosynthesis in transgenic tobacco plants. Plant Physiol. 2004; 135
(1): 254–265. doi: 10.1104/pp.103.036988 PMID: 15122040
90. Itoh H, Shimada A, Ueguchi-Tanaka M, Kamiya N, Hasegawa Y, Ashikari M, et al. Overexpression of
a GRAS protein lacking the DELLA domain confers altered gibberellin responses in rice. Plant J.
2005a; 44(4): 669–679.
91. Nijjar GS, Bhatia GG. Effect of gibberellic acid and para-chlorophenoxy acetic acid on cropping and
quality of Anab-e-Shahi grapes. J Hortic Sci Biotech. 1969; 44(1): 91–95.
92. Weiss D, Ori N. Mechanisms of cross talk between gibberellin and other hormones. Plant Physiol.
2007; 144(3): 1240–1246. doi: 10.1104/pp.107.100370 PMID: 17616507
93. Achard P, Baghour M, Chapple A, Hedden P, Van Der Straeten D, Genschik P, et al. The plant stress
hormone ethylene controls floral transition via DELLA-dependent regulation of floral meristem-identity
genes. Proc Natl Acad Sci, USA. 2007; 104(15): 6484–6489. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0610717104 PMID:
17389366
94. Itoh H, Ueguchi-Tanaka M, Sato Y, Ashikari M, Matsuoka M. The gibberellin signalling pathway is reg-
ulated by the appearance and disappearance of SLENDER RICE1 in nuclei. Plant Cell. 2002. 14(1):
57–70. doi: 10.1105/tpc.010319 PMID: 11826299
95. Sponsel VM, Hedden P. “Gibberellin biosynthesis and inactivation.” Plant Hormones. Springer Neth-
erlands 2010. 63–94.
96. Davies PJ. Plant hormones: physiology, biochemistry and molecular biology. Springer Science &
Business Media 2013.
97. Fu X, Harberd NP. Auxin promotes Arabidopsis root growth by modulating gibberellin response.
Nature. 2003; 421(6924): 740–743. doi: 10.1038/nature01387 PMID: 12610625
98. Ubeda-Toma´s S, Swarup R, Coates J, Swarup K, Laplaze L, Beemster GT, et al. Root growth in Arabi-
dopsis requires gibberellin/DELLA signalling in the endodermis. Nat Cell Biol. 2008; 10(5): 625–628.
doi: 10.1038/ncb1726 PMID: 18425113
99. Koornneef M, van der Veen JH. Induction and analysis of gibberellin-sensitive mutants in Arabidopsis
thaliana (L.) Heynh. Theor Appl Genet. 1980; 58(6): 257–263. doi: 10.1007/BF00265176 PMID:
24301503
100. Rieu I, Eriksson S, Powers SJ, Gong F, Griffiths J, Woolley L, et al. Genetic analysis reveals that C19-
GA 2-oxidation is a major gibberellin inactivation pathway in Arabidopsis. Plant Cell. 2008; 20(9):
2420–2436. doi: 10.1105/tpc.108.058818 PMID: 18805991
101. Gou J, Strauss SH, Tsai CJ, Kai F, Chen Y, Jiang X, et al. Gibberellins regulate lateral root formation
in Populus through interactions with auxin and other hormones. Plant Cell. 2010; 22(3): 623–639. doi:
10.1105/tpc.109.073239 PMID: 20354195
102. Eriksson ME, Israelsson M, Olsson O, Moritz T. Increased gibberellin biosynthesis in transgenic trees
promotes growth, biomass production and xylem fiber length. Nature Biotechnol. 2000; 18(7): 784–
788.
103. Busov V, Meilan R, Pearce DW, Rood SB, Ma C, Tschaplinski TJ, et al. Transgenic modification of gai
or rgl1 causes dwarfing and alters gibberellins, root growth, and metabolite profiles in Populus. Planta.
2006; 224(2): 288–299. doi: 10.1007/s00425-005-0213-9 PMID: 16404575
104. Ikeda A, Ueguchi-Tanaka M, Sonoda Y, Kitano H, Koshioka M, Futsuhara Y, et al. slender rice, a con-
stitutive gibberellin response mutant, is caused by a null mutation of the SLR1 gene, an ortholog of the
height-regulating gene GAI/RGA/RHT/D8. Plant Cell. 2001; 13(5): 999–1010. PMID: 11340177
105. Tanimoto E. Tall or short? Slender or thick? A plant strategy for regulating elongation growth of roots
by low concentrations of gibberellin. Ann Bot. 2012; 110(2): 373–381. doi: 10.1093/aob/mcs049
PMID: 22437663
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440 January 11, 2017 30 / 31
106. Doust AN, Devos KM, Gadberry MD, Gale MD, Kellogg EA. Genetic control of branching in foxtail mil-
let. Proc Natl Acad Sci, USA. 2004; 101(24): 9045–9050. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0402892101 PMID:
15184666
107. Tucker DJ. Endogenous growth regulator in relation to side shoot development in tomato. New Phytol.
1976; 77(3): 561–568.
108. Itoh H, Sasaki A, Ueguchi-Tanaka M, Ishiyama K, Kobayashi M, Hasegawa Y, et al. Dissection of the
phosphorylation of rice DELLA protein, SLENDER RICE1. Plant Cell Physiol. 2005b; 46(8): 1392–
1399.
109. Liu T, Gu JY, Xu CJ, Gao Y, An CC. Overproduction of OsSLRL2 alters the development of transgenic
Arabidopsis plants. Biochem Biophys Res Commun. 2007; 358(4): 983–989. doi: 10.1016/j.bbrc.
2007.04.205 PMID: 17521606
110. Penfield S, Gilday AD, Halliday KJ, Graham IA. DELLA-mediated cotyledon expansion breaks coat-
imposed seed dormancy. Curr Biol. 2006; 16(23): 2366–2370. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2006.10.057 PMID:
17141619
111. Gomi K, Matsuoka M (2003) Gibberellin signalling pathway. Curr Opin Plant Biol. 2006; 6(5): 489–
493. PMID: 12972050
112. Dill A, Jung HS, Sun TP. The DELLA motif is essential for gibberellin-induced degradation of RGA.
Proc Natl Acad Sci, USA. 2001; 98(24): 14162–14167. doi: 10.1073/pnas.251534098 PMID:
11717468
113. Silverstone AL, Jung HS, Dill A, Kawaide H, Kamiya Y, Sun TP. Repressing a repressor: Gibberellin-
induced rapid reduction of the RGA protein in Arabidopsis. Plant Cell. 2001; 13(7): 1555–1565. doi:
10.1105/TPC.010047 PMID: 11449051
114. Hussain A, Cao D, Cheng H, Wen Z, Peng J. Identification of the conserved serine/threonine residues
important for gibberellin-sensitivity of Arabidopsis RGL2 protein. Plant J. 2005; 44(1): 88–99. doi: 10.
1111/j.1365-313X.2005.02512.x PMID: 16167898
115. Wen CK, Chang C. Arabidopsis RGL1 encodes a negative regulator of gibberellin responses. Plant
Cell. 2002; 14(1): 87–100. doi: 10.1105/tpc.010325 PMID: 11826301
116. Lawit SJ, Wych HM, Xu D, Kundu S, Tomes DT. Maize DELLA proteins dwarf plant8 and dwarf plant9
as modulators of plant development. Plant Cell Physiol. 2010; 51(11): 1854–1868. doi: 10.1093/pcp/
pcq153 PMID: 20937610
117. Pearce S, Saville R, Vaughan SP, Chandler PM, Wilhelm EP, Sparks CA, et al. Molecular characteri-
zation of Rht-1 dwarfing genes in hexaploid wheat. Plant Physiol. 2011; 157(4): 1820–1831. doi: 10.
1104/pp.111.183657 PMID: 22013218
118. Wang SS, Liu ZZ, Sun C, Shi QH, Yao YX, You CX, et al. Functional characterization of the apple
MhGAI1 gene through ectopic expression and grafting experiments in tomatoes. J Plant Physiol.
2012; 169(3): 303–310. doi: 10.1016/j.jplph.2011.09.012 PMID: 22153898
GA-Repressors and Fruit Development
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0169440 January 11, 2017 31 / 31
